Plaintiffs alleged that Defendants released volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and other hazardous substances into the groundwater under Plaintiffs' properties and were deliberately indifferent to the harm caused. 9 Behr and Chrysler allegedly knew about the VOC contamination since 2000 but failed to take steps to remedy the situation or stop its spread. 10 Aramark was allegedly aware of the VOC contamination since 1992. 11 Plaintiffs originally filed suit in Ohio state court in 2008, but Chrysler removed the action to federal district court under the Class Action Fairness Act (CAFA). 12 The court then consolidated the case with two related actions. 13 Plaintiffs' 2015 Master Amended Class Action Complaint included eleven causes of action. 14 Plaintiffs sought Rule 23(b)(3) class certification "as to liability only for five of their eleven causes of action-private nuisance, negligence, negligence per se, strict liability, and unjust enrichment." 15 Alternatively, they requested Rule 23(c)(4) certification of seven common issues. 16 The district court determined that Plaintiffs' proposed classes could not satisfy Rule 23(b)(3)'s predominance requirement. 17 Therefore, the court denied certification of the classes. 18 However, the district court certified Plaintiffs' request in the alternative for class certification under Rule 23(c)(4). 19 The seven issues certified for class treatment were: 
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Issue 7: Whether Defendants negligently failed to investigate and remediate the contamination at and flowing from their respective Facilities. 20 Defendants appealed, arguing that the district court reached the wrong conclusion on the interaction between Rule 23(b)(3) and Rule 23(c)(4) and, alternatively, that even if the district court was correct, the issue classes still should not have been certified. 21 The Sixth Circuit had never ruled on the interaction between Rule 23(b)(3)'s requirements and Rule 23(c)(4) before this case. 22 However, a circuit split exists regarding the interaction of these rules, and the Sixth Circuit decided to adopt the broad view. 23 There are three views regarding the proper interaction of Rule 23(b)(3) and Rule 23(c)(4): the broad view, the "narrow" view, and the "functional" view. 24 The broad view has been adopted by the Second, 25 Fourth, 26 Seventh, 27 Ninth, 28 and now the Sixth Circuit. 29 The narrow view has been adopted by the Fifth Circuit 30 and has received weak support from the Eleventh Circuit. 31 The Third Circuit has adopted a "functional, superiority-like analysis." 32 The Eighth Circuit has also espoused a similar framework. 33 For simplicity, the Third and Eighth Circuit analyses are referred to here as the functional view.
The broad view states that courts should apply the Rule 23(b)(3) predominance and superiority prongs after common issues have been identified for class treatment under Rule 23(c)(4). 34 Under the narrow view, the cause of action as a whole must satisfy the predominance requirement of Rule 23(b)(3), and Rule 23(c)(4) serves as a housekeeping rule that allows courts to sever common issues for a class trial. 35 The Sixth Circuit determined that the broad view respects each provisions' contribution to class determination by maintaining 23(b)(3)'s rigor without rendering Rule 23(c)(4) superfluous because it retains the predominance factor but applies it after identifying issues suitable for class treatment. 37 Therefore, the broad view does not risk undermining the predominance requirement. 38 However, the narrow view would "virtually nullify" Rule 23(c)(4). 39 Further, the Sixth Circuit determined that the broad view flowed naturally from the text of Rule 23 because it provides for issue classing "[w]hen appropriate." 40 Notably, a prior version of Rule 23 even instructed that issues for class treatment should be selected before the remainder of Rule 23's provisions were construed and applied. 41 The changes to the text of Rule 23 were intended to be "stylistic only." 42 Finally, the Sixth Circuit determined that the broad view promotes efficient use of Rule 23(c)(4) because it retains Rule 23(b)(3)'s superiority requirement. 43 Therefore, the broad view also encompasses the functional view because the superiority requirement effectively serves as a "backstop" against inefficiency. 44 After adopting the broad view, the Sixth Circuit applied it to the facts of the case at hand. The court determined that the seven common issues certified for class treatment met the requirements of Rule 23(b)(3), meaning that they were predominated by common issues and that class treatment was superior to adjudicating the common issues in individual actions. 45 To evaluate predominance under Rule 23(b)(3), "[a] court must first characterize the issues in the case as common or individual and then weigh which predominate." 46 An individual question is one where "members of a proposed class will need to present evidence that varies from member to member," 47 and a common question is one where "the same evidence will suffice for each member to make a prima facie case or the issue is susceptible to generalized, class-wide proof." 48 The Sixth Circuit determined that each of the seven issues certified by the district court was capable of resolution with generalized, class-wide proof. 49 Additionally, all seven issues were questions that only needed to be answered once because the answers applied in the same way to each plaintiff. 50 
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Sixth Circuit determined that the issues were predominated by common issues. 51 To evaluate superiority under Rule 23(b)(3), a court must consider the difficulties of managing a class action, compare other means of disposing of the suit, and consider the value of individual damage awards-with small awards weighing in favor of class actions. 52 The Sixth Circuit determined that if plaintiffs brought individual suits, the seven issues would need to be addressed in each individual case. 53 Therefore, in order to conserve the resources of the court and the parties, as well as materially advance the litigation, a class action was the superior method of adjudication. 54 The Sixth Circuit correctly adopted the broad view for two reasons. First, the broad view is faithful to the purpose of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. Second, the broad view is faithful to the text of Rule 23.
The purpose of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure is "to secure the just, speedy, and inexpensive determination of every action and proceeding." 55 Additionally, the rules should be given their plain meaning. 56 Further, any interpretation that renders a rule superfluous should be avoided. 57 With these concepts in mind, it is obvious that the broad view is the proper way to view the interaction of Rule 23(b)(3) and Rule 23(c)(4).
First, the broad view is faithful to the purpose of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure because it allows for common issues to be severed from the individual issues and be adjudicated only once. This allows for the most effective advancement of complex lawsuits because it allows for certification whenever it would accomplish a "materially useful purpose, given the entirety of the underlying controversy." 58 This allows for an efficient allocation of judicial resources-saving both time and money-by not requiring common issues to be adjudicated multiple times in individual cases. 59 This sentiment squares nicely with the stated purpose of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. 60 The broad view is also faithful to the text of Rule 23 because it gives credence to the phrase "[w]hen appropriate." 61 By allowing common issues to be certified if they meet the predominance and superiority requirements of Rule 23(b)(3), the broad view maintains 23(b)(3)'s rigor without rendering Rule 23(c)(4) superfluous. 62 While there is concern that the broad view would lead to certification in every case that presents common issues, 63 retaining Rule 23(b)(3)'s superiority prong under the broad view alleviates this concern. 64 Utilizing superiority as a backstop against inefficient use of Rule 23(c)(4) ensures that issue classes are granted only when they are the best way to adjudicate the common issues. Therefore, Rule 23(b)(3) is not undercut, and Rule 23(c)(4) can serve its purpose.
In contrast, the narrow view would render Rule 23(c)(4) superfluous by making it usable only when it is unnecessary. 65 This violates the rule of statutory construction that any interpretation rendering a rule superfluous should be avoided. 66 Therefore, the narrow view should be abandoned. Additionally, by retaining Rule 23(b)(3)'s superiority requirement, the broad view basically encompasses the functional view, which is not based in the text of the rule. 67 There are concerns that the broad view might cause Seventh Amendment issues since it leads to the bifurcation of trials, which can violate the Reexamination Clause. 68 While it is true that an improperly bifurcated trial violates the Reexamination Clause, it should be noted that a properly bifurcated trial does not raise any constitutional issues. 69 Overall, this is a procedural issue that can be avoided by a prudent district court's selection and implementation of procedure that will not raise constitutional issues. 70 Martin held that the interaction of Rule 23(b)(3) and Rule 23(c)(4) should be interpreted broadly. That is, courts should apply Rule 23(b)(3)'s predominance and superiority prongs after common issues have been identified for class treatment under Rule 23(c)(4). The Sixth Circuit adopted the broad view because it respects both provisions' contributions to class certification, is faithful to the
